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PER CURI AM

Charles Andre WMattison appeals from the order of the
district court revoking his supervised release and sentencing him
to thirty nonths of inprisonnent. Finding no error, we affirm

In his appeal, filed pursuant to Anders v. California,

386 U. S. 738 (1967), Mattison clainms that the district court erred
in revoking his supervised release. W review this claimfor an

abuse of discretion. See United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638

642-43 (4th Cr. 1995). Al though Mattison alleges there was
i nsufficient evidence to support the district court’s finding of a
Grade A violation of his supervised rel ease, he concedes on appeal
that he was convicted of the new crimnal activity. On the basis
of this concession, we cannot conclude that the district court
abused its discretion in revoking Mattison’s supervised rel ease or
in inmposing a thirty-nonth sentence.

Finding no neritorious issues upon our review of the
record, we affirmthe judgnment of the district court. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
review. |If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof

was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because



the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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